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Project Summary:

Development of a centraized database was a requirement of the Recovery Program when
it wasformed in 1986. All researchers who receive funding through the Recovery Program
are required to submit al fishery datato the centra database at the completion of their
sudy. Inaddition, al researchers are required to submit a complete list of dl endangered
fish handled each year to the centrd database.  Guidelines for the annua tagging list are
circulated to researchers each year. A consolidated tagging list is compiled and distributed
after tagging data are received from al researchers.

Most of the UCRB database conssts of the “dl fish' data collected during the different
investigations funded by the Recovery Program. These data relate to species, number
collection date, Site, gear, effort expended, habitat and any other parameter associated with
collection of thet fish. Only field fish-collection data or radiotelemetry data are required to
be submitted. The Recovery Program does not require submitting deta from invertebrate,
geomorphology, hatchery or [aboratory studies. All fishery data associated with a study are
due to the database when the fina report is approved by the Recovery Program.

All dataare gored in individual dBA SE files according to project and year(s) of collection.
Data are not combined into one large database because of the wide variety of studies and
study designsused. A ligt of field names and data codes has been prepared to guide
database development. Investigators who use dBA SE and field names and codes from the
list do not need to provide any further documentation about the datafile. However, any
fields not described in the List of Fidld Names must be fully documented when thefileis
submitted. Because of the wide variety of sudy designsfile structures vary widdly, but al
data of the same type are contained in fields with the same name and Structure (e. g. the

FY 2002 Annual Report 16 Page- 1



river where sampling occurred is identified by the same two-digit code in afield named
‘RIVER). Investigators may aso submit their data as delimited ASCII files or spreadshest
files. However, these files must contain only raw data aligned in rows and columns suitable
for importing into dBASE or another database program. The data codes or numeric format
must conform to the list of codes mentioned above. Investigators must aso submit
complete documentation describing the contents of the file.

The database manager checks each file to ensure that the data conform to the required
format and prepares one page of documentation for each file received. The documentation
includes name of principa contact, river where data were collected, year of data collection,
abrief summary of the sudy design, description of the datafileitsdf (i.e. fidld names and
description of contents, data codes, etc), and alist of the mgjor reports or publications that
are associated with the datafile. Future users will be referred to the reports for acomplete
description of the study design and conclusions of the origind researchers.

The database manager aso distributes PIT tags to researchers as they request them and
mantainsalis of dl tags and who they are digributed to. PIT tag lists submitted by
researchers are compared with this database to identify transcription errors. All errors can
not be corrected, but at least afew errors can be diminated before they are included in the
basn-wide tagging list. Other errors are corrected when they are identified.

The Interagency Standardized Monitoring Program (ISMP) was developed in 1986 to
monitor population trends of Colorado pikeminnow and humpback chub in the Colorado
River Basin. The origind 1SMP was composed of three parts: 1) spring electrofishing for
subadult and adult Colorado pikeminnow in parts of the Green, Colorado, White and
Yamparivers (about 20 -30% of occupied habitat within each of the rivers); 2) autumn
backwater seining for YOY Colorado pikeminnow in the Colorado and Green rivers, and
3) sampling for adult humpback chubs with trammel netsin Black Rocks and Westwater
Canyon.

|SMP has undergone substantial changes sinceits beginning and is currently consderably
reduced from the early program. Humpback chub and adult Colorado pikeminnow
monitoring have been eliminated and replaced with more intensve mark-recapture
population esimates. Fal sampling for YOY Colorado pikeminnow isthe only remaining
component of the origind program. 1SMP was originaly funded under a separate scope of
work, but the data maintenance portion of the reduced program has been consolidated with
the overal data program.

Study Schedule: Scheduled to continue for the length of the Recovery Program.

Redationship to RIPRAP: Generd Recovery Program Support Action Plan.
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VI.

V. Monitor populations and habitat and conduct research to support recovery
actions (research, monitoring, and data management).

V.A.l. Conduct sandardized monitoring program.

V.A.2. Conduct interagency data management program to compile, manage, and
maintain, al research and monitoring data collected by the Recovery Program.

Accomplishment of FY 02 Tasks and Ddliverables, Discusson of Initid Findings and
Shortcomings:

Database Management

PIT tags have been distributed as researchers and hatchery managers have requested
them.

The Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker tagging lists were updated through 2001.
The chub tagging ligt is updated through 2000 and will be updated through the present as
soon as fidd workers finish with compiling tagging lists associated with work on population
edimates. Data on fish tagged during 2002 will be submitted by researchers this winter and
added to theligts.

The Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker tagging lists were provided to severd
researchers who requested them. Checks for specific fish were made for severa individua
researchers. Cross checking with tag distribution lists were also made for severd
researchers who needed to verify tag numbers that could not be matched up. Further work
needs to be done on the razorback sucker list to ensure that recaptured hatchery fish are
accurately represented in the database. A separate list is maintained for stocked fish until
they are recaptured by field investigators. That fish is then added to the tagging list as
stocked and then subsequently recaptured.

All PIT tag numbers received were checked for possible errors by comparing the list of
incoming PIT tag numberswith alist of al PIT tagsissued. Severd minor errors were
found and clarified with the origind investigetors. In the padt, the only checking done was
to check vadidity of PIT tag numbers. Beginning in 2000, checks were made on mgor
codes included with the data to ensure consistency with established guidelines. A few
incons stencies were found and corrected. However, by and large the tagging data
submitted by researchersisin very good shape when received for inclusion in the data
base.

Although the data are checked asthey are entered into the database, some errors can not

be detected until someone works directly with the data. Severd problems were detected
by researchers working with the data, including some possibly missing data. After
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VII.

VIII.

XI.

consderable checking with different researchers, it was discovered that two smal data sets
had been inadvertently excluded when data were submitted. Those datawill be added to
the 2001 verson of thetagging lists. There are undoubtedly other smal amounts of data
that might dill remain to be submitted.

A reminder that 2002 PI T-tagging data are due will be sent to al researchersin December.

Interagency Standardized Monitoring Program.

Field work for the adult portion of the original standardized sampling program ended in FY
2000. Datawere consolidated into afind verson of the database. A fina report
describing the results from 1986 through 2000 was completed and distributed to the
Biology Committee and interested parties.

2001 was the firgt year that the Fish and Wildlife Service collected YOY Colorado
pikeminnow monitoring data in the Colorado River within Colorado. Data had previoudy
been collected by CDOW. Samples were taken in mid September 2002; preserved
specimens were sent to the Larval Fish Laboratory, Colorado State University for analyss.

Recommendations: Continue the database program. The Interagency Standardized
Monitoring Program has been revised dramaticaly and is fill in a gate of flux.

Project Status. Project ison track. Scheduled to continue through the length of the
Recovery Program.

FY 02 Budget

A. Funds Provided: $ 53,000
B. Funds Expended: $ 53,000
C. Difference $ 0
D. Publication Charges: $ 0

Status of Data Submission: Samples collected for YOY Colorado pikeminnow monitoring
have been submitted to the Larval Fish Laboratory for identification. Datawill be added to
the database when identification is completed.

Signed: C.W. McAda, December 9, 2002
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